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Abstract. The purpose of this application, under Article 23.9.5 of the Code, is to 
conserve the name Papilio danae Fabricius, 1775 (Lepidoptera, PIERIDAE) which, as 
Colotis danae, is well-established as the valid name for a common and widespread 
butterfly with many subspecies in circa 50 countries in Africa, Arabia, and Asia. The 
name is threatened by the primary homonym Papilio danae Hufnagel, 1766. It 
is proposed that Hufnagel’s name be suppressed for the purposes of the Principle 
of Homonymy under the plenary power of the Commission, in the interest of 
nomenclatural stability. 
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Present status 

1. Colotis danae (Fabricius, 1775, p. 476) (Lepidoptera, PIERIDAE Swainson, 1820) 
is now generally recognised as the nominate Indian subspecies of the beautiful -= and 
unmistakable — “Scarlet [Crimson] Tip’. It was, as were all species of butterflies 
(PAPILIONOIDEA Latreille, 1802) named by Fabricius in 1775, described in the genus 
Papilio (the type locality was listed as ‘India orientali. Mus, tottianum’; two syntypes 
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are in the Zoological Museum, University of Copenhagen). Most other species now 
placed in the genus Colotis Hübner, 1819, were first described in a variety of genera, 
chiefly Teracolus Swainson, 1833 and Callosune Doubleday, 1847; Papilio danae 
was designated as type species of the latter by Scudder (1875). Afrotropical species 
of Colotis were also occasionally described in the genera Papilio Linnaeus, 1758, 
Pieris Schrank, 1801, Pontia Fabricius, 1807, Euchloe Hübner, 1819, Anthocharis 
Boisduval, Rambur & Graslin, 1833, Jdmais Boisduval, 1836, Anthopsyche 
Wallengren, 1857, Thestias Boisduval, 1836, or Madais Swinhoe, 1909. 

2. Though established in 1819 the generic name Colotis remained largely unused, 
apparently mainly because its type species was not understood. Hübner (1819, p. 97) 
had included seven species in the genus, five of which now belong in Colias Fabricius, 
1807, the type genus of the subfamily COLIADINAE Swainson, 1821, while only two 
were true Colotis (as currently understood), belonging to the PIERINAE. Scudder (1875, 
pp. 146-147) designated Papilio amata Fabricius, 1775 as the type species but, owing 
to confusion with C. calais Cramer, 1775 (and its subsequent redescription by Stoll, 
1781), it was considered that the genus Colotis was based on a misidentification and 
Colotis remained unused for another 25 years (see Hemming, 1967, for a summary of 
this complex issue). 

3. Kirby (1871) did not mention Colotis at all, but Kirby (1896) did use the name 
Colotis as valid, though he retained danae in the genus Callosune Doubleday, 1847, 
of which it was the type species. Bingham (1907), in a major book in the ‘Fauna of 
British India’ series, was the first to use the name Colotis for all the Indian species. 
In a brief paper, Talbot (1931) accepted that Colotis should be used as the valid name 
for species formerly included in Teracolus Swainson, 1833 (and by implication 
Callosune) with the words: ‘The genus Colotis was obviously meant by Hubner to 
characterise species well known to all later authors as Colias. It was unfortunate that 
a totally different insect was selected by Scudder as the type. The name is thus 
restricted and Teracolus must sink’. In his influential identification guide to all Indian 
butterflies, Evans (1932) followed Bingham in considering Colotis the senior synonym 
of all other generic names previously used. 

4. Talbot (1939a) revised the PIERIDAE in the “Fauna of British India’, now using 
Colotis for all the Indian species, reflecting his view in Lepidopterorum Catalogus 
(Talbot, 1934). In the same year, Talbot (1939b) revised the species-level taxonomy 
of the African Colotis. This established (1) the use of Colotis also for all African taxa, 
as well as (11) the use of C. danae for the current African subspecies that had 
previously been applied at the species level (Thestias annae Wallengren, 1857, Pontia 
eupompe Klug, 1829, Teracolus pseudacaste Butler, 1876, and Teracolus walkeri 
Butler, 1884). 

5. At present, the combination Colotis danae (see para. 10 for an exception) is 
almost unanimously considered the valid specific name of this species in about 50 
countries in Africa, Arabia and India (a list of more than 38 cases of usage of the 
combination between 1907 and 2007 is held by the Commission Secretariat). 


Homonymy 

6. Koçak (1981) correctly pointed out that the Indian Papilio danae Fabricius, 1775 
is a junior primary homonym of the European Papilio danae Hufnagel, 1766 (p. 82). 
He considered the latter to be a valid name and therefore proposed that the valid 
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name for the species currently known as C. danae should be Papilio eborea Stoll, 1781 
(Stoll, 1781, pp. 120-121, 249, pl. 352, figs. C-F). Stoll was actually continuing the 
work of Cramer (1775), and Cramer is sometimes erroneously cited as the author of 
eborea. 

6. Papilio danae Hufnagel, 1766 was described in a very obscure journal and the 
type is presumed lost. On the few occasions it has been mentioned, it was considered 
to be a synonym of Papilio semele Linnaeus, 1758, currently known as Hipparchia 
semele (SATYRINAE Boisduval, 1833), a widespread European nymphalid butterfly 
(e.g. Kudrna, 1977). The name has only been mentioned occasionally, even in 
synonymy, since the early 19th century, and probably ever since its description in 
1766. It has not been used as a valid species-group name for 200 years or more (except 
by Koçak and his associates, see para. 10). 

7. The combination Papilio danae was also proposed by Cramer (1775) for a 
Neotropical species of NYMPHALIDAE from ‘Surinam’. However, the Commission 
(Opinion 516, Opinions and Declarations 19: 144, 16 May 1958) ruled that names 
published by Cramer (1775) should be deemed to have been published on 
31 December and they are therefore junior to those described by Fabricius (1775). 
Papilio danae Cramer, 1775 is currently known as Historis odius dious Lamas, 
1995 (in Lamas et al., 1995 (NYMPHALIDAE, COEINI Scudder, 1893 — Neotropical)). 
P. danae Cramer is thus a junior homonym, and it is not relevant to the present 
issue. 


Conservation of Papilio danae Fabricius, 1775 as a valid name 

8. In the authoritative catalogue on African butterflies (Ackery et al., 1995) the 
authors stated, with reference to Koçak (1981): “The name Colotis danae Fabricius 
has been in widespread use since its establishment. We propose to make an 
application to the I.C.Z.N. to here set aside the principle of priority in order to 
maintain stability by conserving Colotis danae Fabricius as a valid taxon’. Such an 
application has not yet been made. 

9. The name danae has been unequivocally used for the nominate Indian species, 
now placed in Colotis, since 1775. The combination Colotis danae, in various 
subspecies, has consistently been used for the Indian population since 1907, and for 
the African populations since the 1940s. Several thousand publications include 
references to the combination Colotis danae, and the combination ‘Colotis danae’ 
yields about 1,700 references (‘hits’) using the internet search engine ‘Google’. In 
contrast ‘Papilio danae Hufnagel’ and ‘Hipparchia danae Hufnagel’ yield 12 hits in all, 
none as a valid name except for references to its original description. 

10. While there is no doubt that Papilio eborea Stoll, 1781 is a redescription of 
Papilio danae Fabricius, it is rarely mentioned in the literature (e.g. Kirby, 1896) and 
then mainly as a junior synonym of Colotis danae. Chainey (2005) states that no type 
material has been located, but that it represents a valid species (with reference to 
Bridges, 1988, who accepted the view of Koçak, 1981). However, only in recent 
publications by Koçak and his collaborators (e.g. Kemal, 2004; Koçak & Kemal, 
2007; and in various computer-generated lists) is eborea actually being used as the 
valid name. It would be a barely understood replacement name for the well-known 
Colotis danae. The combination ‘Colotis eborea’ receives four hits in ‘Google’, while 
‘Callosune eborea’ and ‘Teracolus eborea yield none. The combination ‘Papilio 
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eborea Cramer’ receives two hits. Most of these simply treat the name in summary 
lists that also contain Colotis danae, or with the caution that the status of the name 
is uncertain. The current draft list of names of world butterflies of the family PIERIDAE 
under the Taxome Project does include the combination Colotis eborea as the valid 
name by Lamas (2008), but this has not yet been formally published. G. Lamas (pers. 
comm.) informed us that in view of its history and usage he would prefer to see 
Colotis danae conserved. Consultations with other lepidopterists show support for 
the application since it was first mooted by Ackery et al. (1995). 

11. Colotis danae has been used as an indicator species in many studies: e.g. 
biogeographical (Bernardi, 1989; Larsen, 1984, 1987); ecological (Fitzherbert et al., 
2006; Gardiner, 2004; Larsen, 1987/1988); and molecular (Nazari, in prep.). Such 
studies are of wider interest because the species is represented in the Indian 
subcontinent as well as in Africa, increasing the desirability of nomenclatural 
stability. The species has been bred on numerous occasions and the early stages are 
figured in several of the papers listed in this application, and in the additional list of 
references held by the Secretariat. From such documentation, as well as from earlier 
papers, the name Colotis danae (and, by inference, its original combination Papilio 
danae) has also permeated into botanical, general, and popular natural history 
literature. i 

12. It would serve no useful purpose to change the established usage of Colotis 
danae (Fabricius, 1775) to maintain a primary homonym (Papilio danae Hufnagel, 
1766) that has hardly appeared in print since its publication. Its adoption would 
cause unnecessary confusion, not least since the combination Colotis danae is 
currently used in 50 or more countries in two major biogeographical regions, with 
several currently recognised subspecies, and at least 25 other names that are either 
placed in synonymy or infrasubspecific. The fact that its potential replacement name, 
Papilio eborea, has rarely been mentioned, and then mainly as a junior synonym or 
in name lists, would only compound the confusion. 

13. Since this issue concerns a genuine case of primary homonymy raised in 1981 
and 1995, and since Colotis danae has recently been treated as invalid by Koçak and 
collaborators, it can only be resolved through a ruling by the Commission in order 
to maintain nomenclatural stability and to reduce potential future confusion. 

14. The International Commission on Zoological Nomenclature is accordingly 
asked: 

(1) to use its plenary power to suppress the name danae Hufnagel, 1766, as 
published in the binomen Papilio danae and all uses of the name before that by 
Fabricius, 1775, for the purposes of both the Principle of Priority and the 
Principle of Homonymy; 

(2) to place on the Offcial List of Specific Names in Zoology the name danae 
Fabricius, 1775, as published in the binomen Papilio danae; 

(3) to place on the Official Index of Rejected and Invalid Specific Names in 
Zoology the name danae Hufnagel, 1766, as published in the binomen Papilio 
danae and as suppressed in (1) above. 


References 


Ackery, P.R., Smith, C.R. & Vane-Wright, R.I. 1995. Carcasson’s African butterflies. xi, 803 pp. 
CSIRO, East Melbourne. 


254 Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature 66(3) September 2009 


Bernardi, G. 1989. Les savanes africaines, chorologie et spéciation, notamment d’aprés le genre 
Colotis (Lep., Pieridae). Mémoires de la Société de Biogéographie, (3)3: 84-97. 

Bingham, C.T. 1907. Butterflies. vol. II. Fauna of British India. viii, 480 pp., 10 pls. Taylor & 
Francis, London. 

Boisduval, J.B.A. 1836. Suites à Buffon. Histoire naturelle des Insectes. Species général des 
Lépidopteres 1: [iv], xii, 690, 6 pp, 24 pls. Librairie Encyclopédique de Roret, Paris. 
Boisduval, J.B.A., Rambur, P. & Graslin, A. 1833 (1832-1837). Collection iconographique et 
historique des chenilles, ou description et figures des chenilles d Europe, avec l'histoire de 
leurs métamorphoses, et des applications à l’agriculture. [ii], 14, [480] pp., 126 pls. Librairie 

Encyclopédique de Roret, Paris. 

Bridges, C.A. 1988. Catalogue of Papilionidae & Pieridae (Lepidoptera: Rhopalocera). 721 pp., 
in various paginations. Privately published, Urbana, Illinois. 

Butler, A.G. 1876. Revision of the lepidopterous genus Teracolus with descriptions of the new 
species. Proceedings of the Zoological Society of London, 1876: 126-165. 

Butler, A.G. 1884. On new species of Lepidoptera recently added to the collection of the British 
Museum. Annals and Magazine of Natural History, (5)14: 403-407. 

Chainey, J.E. 2005. The species of Papilionidae and Pieridae (Lepidoptera) described by 
Cramer and Stoll and their putative type material in the Natural History Museum in 
London. Zoological Journal of the Linnean Society, 145: 283-337. 

Cramer, P. 1775-1776. De uitlandsche kapellen voorkomende in de drie waereld-deelen Asia, 
Africa en America, volume |. [vi], xxx, 16 pp., 155 pp., 96 pls. S.J. Baalde, Amsterdam, 
and B. Wild, Utrecht. 

Doubleday, E. 1847. Jn Doubleday, E. & Westwood, J.O. (1846-1852). The genera of diurnal 
Lepidoptera 1: [xii], 1-250; 2: [ii], 251-534. Longman, Brown, Green & Longmans, 
London. 

Evans, W.H. 1932. The identification of Indian butterflies (2nd Ed.). xiv, 302 pp., 32 pls. 
Bombay Natural History Society, Mumbai. 

Fabricius, J.C. 1775. Systema entomologiae, sistens insectorum classes, ordines, genera, species, 
adiectis synonymis, locis, descriptionibus, observationibus. [xxxii], 832 pp. Officina Libraria 
Kortii, Flensburgi et Lipsiae. 

Fabricius, J.C. 1807. Die neueste Gattungs-Eintheilung der Schmetterlinge aus den Lin- 
néischen Gattungen Papilio und Sphinx. Magazin fur Insektenkunde (Illiger), 6: 277-289. 

Fitzherbert, E., Gardner, T., Davenport, T.R.B. & Caro, T. 2006. Butterfly species richness and 
abundance in the Katavi ecosystem of western Tanzania. African Journal of Ecology, 
44(3): 353-362. 

Gardiner, A. 2004. Butterflies. Jn Timberlake, T.R. & Childes, S.L. (Eds.), Biodiversity of the 
Four Corners Area: Technical review, volume 2 (chapters 5-15). Occasional Publications 
in Biodiversity, 15. Biodiversity Foundation for Africa & Zambezi Society, Zimbabwe. 

Hemming, F. 1967. The generic names of the butterflies and their type species (Lepidoptera: 
Rhopalocera). Bulletin of the British Museum (Natural History), Entomology Supplement, 
9: 1-509. 

Hübner, J. 1819 (1816-1826). Verzeichniss bekannter Schmettlinge [sic]. 1, 432, 72 pp. J. 
Hubner, Augsburg. 

Hufnagel, J.S. 1766. VII. Tabelle von den Tagevégeln der hiesigen Gegend, worauf denen 
Liebhabern der Insekten Beschaffenheit, Zeit, Ort und andere Umstande der Raupen und 
der daraus entstehenden Schmetterlinge bestimmt werden. Berlinisches Magazin, oder 
gesammlete Schriften und Nachrichten fiir die Liebhaber der Arzneywissenschaft, Naturge- 
schichte und der angenehmen Wissenschaften überhaupt, 2(1): 54-90. 

Kemal, M. 2004. On the butterflies of the Soutpansberg Mountains (South Africa) (Lepidop- 
tera). Miscellaneous Papers, Centre for Entomological Studies, Ankara, 88/89: 1-15. 
Kirby, W.F. 1871. A synonymic catalogue of diurnal Lepidoptera. viii, 1-690. J. Van Voorst, 

London. 

Kirby, W.F. 1896. A handbook to the order Lepidoptera. Part I, Butterflies, volume 2. xx, 332 
pp., pls. 69-95. W.H. Allen, London. 

Klug, F. 1829-1845. Insecta. In Ehrenberg, C.G. Symbolae physicae, seu Icones et descriptiones 
insectorum, quae ex itinere per Africam borealem et Asiam occidentalem Friderici Guilelmi 


Bulletin of Zoological Nomenclature 66(3) September 2009 255 


Hemprich et Christiani Godofredi Ehrenberg studio novae aut illustratae redierunt. C.G. 
Ehrenberg, Berlin. 

Koçak, A.O. 1981. Book Review. T.B. Larsen: Butterflies of Oman. Priamus, 1: 91—92. 

Koçak, A.O. & Kemal, M. (Eds.). 2007. Results of the international project of the Cesa on the 
Lepidoptera of the world I. Centre of Entomological Studies [Ankara], Memoirs, 3-4: 
1-1989, 49 pls. CESA, Ankara. 

Kudrna, O. 1977. A revision of the genus Hipparchia Fabricius. [iv], 300 pp. E.W. Classey, 
Faringdon. 

Lamas, G. 2008. The Taxome Project- draft checklist of Pieridae. http://www.ucl.ac.uk/ 
taxome/index.html (Accessed 16 June 2009). 

Lamas, G., Robbins, R.G. & Field, W.D. 1995. Bibliography of butterflies. An annotated 
bibliography of the Neotropical butterflies and skippers (Lepidoptera: Papilionoidea and 
Hesperioidea). Jn Heppner, J.B. (Ed.), Atlas of Neotropical Lepidoptera, vol. 124. xiv, 
463 pp. Association for Tropical Lepidoptera, Gainesville, Florida. 

Larsen, T.B. 1984. The zoogeographical composition and distribution of Arabian butterflies 
(Lepidoptera; Rhopalocera). Journal of Biogeography, 11: 119-158. 

Larsen, T.B. 1987. Biogeographical aspects of Middle Eastern and Arabian Butterflies. Jn 
Krupp, F., Schneider, W. & Kinzelbach, R. (Eds.), Proceedings of the symposium on the 
fauna and zoogeography of the Middle East. Beihefte zum Tiibinger Atlas des vorderen 
Orients, A (Naturwissenschaften), 28: 178-199. 

Larsen, T.B. 1987/1988. The butterflies of the Nilgiri mountains of southern India (Lepidop- 
tera; Rhopalocera). Journal of the Bombay Natural History Society, 84: 26—54, 291-316, 
560-584, ibid, 85: 26-43. 

Linnaeus, C. 1758. Systema Naturae, Ed. 10, vol. 1. iv, 824 pp. Salvii, Holmiae. 

Schrank, F.P. 1801. Fauna boica. Durchgedachte Geschichte der in Baiern einheimischen und 
Zahmen Thiere, 2(1): 1-374. J.W. Krill, Ingolstadt. 

Scudder, S.H. 1875. Historical sketch of.the generic names proposed for butterflies — a 
contribution to systematic nomenclature. Proceedings of the American Academy of Arts 
and Sciences, (Boston), 10: 91-293. 

Stoll, C. 1780-1782. Die Uitlandsche Kapellen voorkomende in de drie waerelddeelen Asia, 
Africa en America, vol. 4 [part]: 29-252, pls. CCCV—CCCC [completion of work begun by 
Cramer, P.]. S.J. Baalde, Amsterdam & B. Wild, Utrecht. 

Swainson, W. 1832-1833. Zoological illustrations, or original figures and descriptions of new, 
rare or interesting animals selected chiefly from the classes of ornithology, entomology and 
conchology, (2)3: 92-96, pls. 92— 96 (1832), 97-136, pls. 97-136 (1833). Baldwin, Cradock 
& Joy & W. Wood, London. 

Swinhoe, C. 1909. New species of Indo-Malayan and African Lepidoptera. Annals and 
Magazine of Natural History, (8)3: 89-98. 

Talbot, G. 1931. On the status of some generic names in the family Pieridae (Lep. Rhop.) 
Entomologist, 64: 227-232. 

Talbot, G. 1934. Pieridae II. Lepidopterorum Catalogus, 23(part 60): 321-384. 

Talbot, G. 1939a. Butterflies. Vol. I. (Papilionidae & Pieridae). Fauna of British India, including 
Ceylon and Burma. 1xxxix, 600 pp., 1 map, 3 pls. Taylor & Francis, London. 

Talbot, G. 1939b. Revisional notes on the genus Colotis Hubn. (Lepid. Pieridae) with a 
systematic list. Transactions of the Royal Entomological Society of London, 88: 173-233. 

Wallengren, H.D.J. 1857. Kafferlandets Dagfjärilar indsamlede aren 1838-1845 af J.A. 
Wahlberg. Kafferlandets Dag-Fjarilar, insamlade dren 1838—1845 af J.A. Wahlberg 
(Lepidoptera Rhopalocera, in Terra Caffrorum annis 1838-1845 collecta a J.A. 
Wahlberg). Kungliga Svenska Vetenskaps Akademiens Handlingar (n.s.) 2(4): 5—55. 


Acknowledgement of receipt of this application was published in BZN 66: 2. 
Comments on this case are invited for publication (subject to editing) in the Bulletin; they 


should be sent to the Executive Secretary, I.C.Z.N., c/o Natural History Museum, Cromwell 
Road, London SW7 5BD, U.K. (e-mail: iczn@nhm.ac.uk). 


